	Template for comments and secretariat observations
	Date: 
	Document: ISO/


	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	MB1

	Clause/
Subclause/
Annex/Figure/Table
(e.g. 3.1, Table 2)
	Paragraph/
List item/
Note/
(e.g. Note 2)
	Type of com-ment2
	Comment (justification for change)
	Proposed change
	Secretariat observations
on each comment submitted


	S-98 comments and editorial observations 
	Date: 19 February 2018
	Document: S-98 Specification for Data Product Interoperability v0.2


	1
	2
	(3)
	4
	5
	(6)
	(7)
	

	Component
	CO1

	Clause No./
Subclause No./
Annex
(e.g. 3.1)
	Paragraph/
Figure/Table/Note
(e.g. Table 1)
	Type of com-ment2
	Comment (justification for change) by the CO3
	Proposed change by the CO
	Secretariat observations
on each comment submitted



	
	SE
	
	General comment
	ge
	Data Product Interoperability may not be only about ECDIS and Navigation systems
	“S-98 Specification for Data Product Interoperability in S-100 Based Systems”
	True, but the scope of S-98 is about ECDIS and Navigational Systems. The same ideas may be reused elsewhere, but S-98 should focus on ECDIS and ECS.

	
	DK
	1 Overview
	1st paragraph


	ed


	language


	Amend which is a kind of meta-product

To read which is a type of meta-product
	Disagree, synonyms.

	
	DK
	1 Overview
	3rd paragraph 1st sentence
	ed
	language
	amend “Within the specification four levels of interoperability is defined, however, only levels 1 and 2 are specified in full. “
to read “Within the specification four levels of interoperability are defined, however, only levels 1 and 2 are specified in full.  “
	Agreed

	
	DK
	1 Overview
	3rd paragraph 2nd sentence
	ed
	language
	Depending on whether it’s a single implementation of levels 1 and 2 or two separate implementations, 

amend the final sentence “The remaining two levels will be finalised at a later date when the implementation of levels 1 and 2 have been tested further “ 

to read 
either 

“The remaining two levels will be finalised at a later date when the implementations of levels 1 and 2 have been tested.”

or 
“The remaining two levels will be finalised at a later date when the implementation of levels 1 and 2 has been tested.

 


	Agree with “The remaining two levels will be finalised at a later date when the implementation of levels 1 and 2 has been tested”

	
	DK
	1.3.1 – whole document
	Whole document
	ge
	The word ‘shall’ has been used in a number of places within the document to indicate  a ‘mandatory’ this is not in line with the statement in ‘1.3.1 Use of Language’
	Change ‘shall’ to ‘must’ where mandation is required.
	Agree

	
	SE
	1.3.2
	NOTE
	ed
	The NOTE under “Dataset” is more clear without the text in brackets
	Remove (A hardcopy map or chart may be considered a dataset.)
	Disagree, definition of dataset is copied from S-101.

	
	SE
	1.3.2
	Display Priority
	ge
	The term “Priority” should be used with care
	Change “Display Priority” to “Display Order”
	Disagree, term and definition are copied from S-101.

	
	DK
	1.3.2 
	Alert
	ge
	The definition given for ‘Alert’ mentions four priorities emergency alarms, alarms, warnings and cautions. Two of these (Alarms and cautions) are included in the list of terms and definitions and the other two (Emergency Alarms and Warnings) are NOT. 
	Would be better to include definitions of all four as bullet points under the definition of Alert as below:-

Alert 

(MSC.302/A) announcement of abnormal situations and conditions requiring attention. An alert provides information about how to announce this event in a defined way to the system and the operator. Alerts are divided in four priorities: emergency alarms, alarms, warnings and cautions.

· Emergency alarms – A condition presenting an immediate danger to human life or to the ship and its machinery exists and that immediate action must be taken.

· Alarms – Condition requiring immediate attention and action by the bridge team to maintain the safe navigation of the ship.

· Warnings – Condition requiring immediate attention for precautionary reasons, to make the bridge team aware of conditions which are not immediately hazardous, but may become so.

· Cautions – Awareness of a condition which still requires attention out of the ordinary consideration or of given information.
	Disagree, since these are not included in S-101, which is the main ‘fuel’ for ECDIS, it seems the warning alert and emergency alarm are not needed.

	
	DK
	1.3.3
	
	e
	Used abbreviation there are many that are used but are not included in list of abbreviations (although some are expanded within the text). Also ENC, SENC ECDIS and ECS are abbreviations that are described in the list of terms but the abbreviation is not expanded!
	Add:-
IETF; ECS; HCD; RADAR; SCAMIN; SQA; PDC; OEMs; IC; GFM; USCG; TBD; EPSG; WGS84; IEC; FC; PC; PS; ARPA; AIS; ASM; DQ; ASCII; JPEG; HTML; XML; XSLT; VIDEO; TIFF; CIRM; UT; EHEA; URN; MRN; URL; DCEG; UI.


	Agree with some. Radar, although originally an acronym, have now become a commonly used word and is not need. SCAMIN should probably be removed from the document altogether.
TBD is not needed as these are authors comments for where further decision is required. Acronyms that appear only once and immediately follow the full name or term need not be in the list. Video is not an acronym.

	
	DK
	1.3.2 & 1.3.3 
	
	ge
	The abbreviations for Human-Centred Design, Scale minimum, Software Quality Assurance and Usability Testing have been included in brackets and are not listed in section 1.3.3 whereas ECDIS ENC and SENC appear in both 1.3.1 and 1.3.2
	Either add HCD, SQA and UT to 1.3.2 or give the full name for ECDIS, ENC and SENC in 1.3.1 with abbreviation in brackets and remove from 1.3.2
	Agree

	NGA
	US
	1.3.3
	List
	te
	Adding new items to abbreviation list
	Add PDC (see section 4.8.2.1) to list

Add OGC (see section 4-9, Table 18) to list

Add IEC (see section 9.2) to list

Add IC (see section 9.3) to list

Add FC (see section 9.6) to list

Add PC (see section 9.6) to list

Add ARPA (see section 10.6) to list

Add ARIS (see section 10.6) to list

Add AIS ASM (see section 10.6) to list

Add OEM (see section 10.7.1) to list

Add DQ (see section 10.7.1) to list

Add DSA Digital Signature Algorithm (see section 12.5.4) to list

Add CIRM (see section 15.1) to list

Add URI (see section 16.2.1) to list

Add URL (see section 16.2.1) to list

Add URN (see section 16.2.1) to list

Add MRN (see section 16.2.1) to list

Add DCEG (see section 17.2) to list

Add UI (see section 17.3) to list
	Agree to most, see also earlier comment by DK.

	
	DK
	1.4
	Purpose
	ed
	Is ‘understandability’ a word ? better to use ‘comprehension’ or ‘clarity’
	Amend “The purpose of an interoperability catalogue is to de-clutter displays, reduce information overload, resolve conflicts, and improve the overall quality and understandability of information presentation to mariners when multiple S-100 based data products are simultaneously displayed on-screen.”

to read “The purpose of an interoperability catalogue is to de-clutter displays, reduce information overload, resolve conflicts, and improve the overall quality and comprehension  of information presentation to mariners, when multiple S-100 based data products are simultaneously displayed on-screen.”
	Yes, understandability is a word. Nevertheless, agree with comment. Prefer “clarity.” The subject is the information presented to the mariner.

	NGA
	US
	1.5.1.2, 1.5.1.3, 1.5.1.4, 3, 4.1, 4.2, 4.2.1, 4.2.2, 4.2,4.4.1, 4.4.2, 4.4.2.2, 4.4.2.4, 4.4.2.5, 4.4.2.6, 4.4.2.7, 4.4.3.1 through 4.4.3.5, 4.6.1, 4.6.2, 4.6.4, 4.6.5, 4.7, 4.8, 4.8.1, 4.8.2.1, 4.8.3, 4.8.5, 5, 6, 8, 8.1, 8.1.1, 8.1.2, 8.1.3, 8.2, 8.2.1, 8.2.2, 8.2.3, 8.3, 8.6.4, 8.8, 8.9, 9.2, 9.3, 9.4, 9.5, 9.7, 10, 10.5, 10.7.1, 10.7.2, 10.8, 10.11, 10.12, 10.12.3, 11.3.1, Table 26, 12.1, 12.1.1, 12.1.2, 12.1.3, 12.2, 12.2.1 through 12.2.3, 12.3.1, 12.5.2, 12.5.4, 12.6, 12.6.1 through 12.6.3, 12.6.3.1 through 12.6.3.4, 13.2, 14.1, 14.2, 14.3, 15.2, 15.4 through 15.8, 16.1, 16.4, 16.7, 16.9, 17.5, 17.6, and 18
	Varies
	ed
	Inconsistent display—Interoperability Catalogue vs. interoperability catalogue vs. IC
	Choose one format—Interoperability Catalogue vs. interoperability catalogue vs. IC
	Agree, will choose Interoperability Catalogue. We will have added IC to the list of acronyms, can use that. Agree with the sentiment, but 100% use of one or the other may not work in practice, so we’ll try but might not achieve 100% standardization.

	
	SE
	3
	
	ge
	It is not stated what must be included
	Define wich information that is mandatory for Interoperablity Catalogue Identification
	Agree, amend “The information identifying the interoperability catalogue product may include the following items” to “The information identifying the interoperability catalogue product must include the following items”

	
	DK
	3
	Abstract
	ed
	language
	Amend “and contain rules that govern interoperability of data in systems” 

to read “and contains rules that govern interoperability of data in systems”
	Agree

	
	DK
	4.2
	2ndparagraph 1st sentence. 
	ed
	language
	Amend “An interoperability catalogue basically describes a transformation from an input stream of feature data to a output stream of prioritized feature data.” 

to read “An interoperability catalogue basically describes a transformation from an input stream of feature data to an output stream of prioritized feature data.
	Agree

	NGA
	US
	4.2, 4-3, 4.4.2.7, 4.8.4.3, 9.4, 9.8, 11.3.1, 12.1, 14.2, 14.3, 15.3, and 15.4
	Figure 4-2, 4-3, 4-4, 4-5, 4-7, 9-1, 9-2, 11-1, 12-1, 12-2, 14-2, 14-3, 14-4, 15-1, and 15-2
	ed
	Make format of figure caption consistent
	Change to:

Figure N-n. Xxxxx Xxxxx Xxxxx
	Agree

	NGA
	US
	4.4.1
	After paragraph 3
	ed
	Link Table 4-3 to text in Section 4.4.1
	Insert new paragraph:

A basic Interoperability Catalogue is shown in Figure 4-3.
	Agree, with modification: “Figure 4-3 shows the structure of a basic interoperability catalogue.” The figure shows the structure (i.e., model) of the basic IC, not an actual IC.

	
	DK
	4.4.2.1
	1st paragraph 1st sentence.
	g
	Improve clarity of reference
	Amend “(see next clause)” 

to read “(see 4.4.2.2)”
	agree

	
	DK
	4.4.2.2
	1st paragraph 3rd sentence.
	ed
	language
	Amend “It also specified the viewing group to which the feature is assigned.” 

to read It also specifies the viewing group to which the feature is assigned.”
	Agree

	
	DK
	4.4.2.2
	1st paragraph  4th sentence, 
	ed
	language
	Amend “Its applicability can be optionally restricted to a subset of instances of the feature type by additional attributes that specify the type of spatial primitive and indicate specific values of thematic attributes.” 

to read “Its application can be optionally restricted to a subset of instances of the feature type by additional attributes that specify the type of spatial primitive and indicate specific values of thematic attributes.” 


	Disagree, think applicability conveys the right meaning here.

	
	DK
	4.4.2.6
	1st paragraph
	ed
	language
	Amend “The operation of S100_IC_Feature and S100_IC_DrawingInstruction elements in interoperability catalogues is essentially the same as far as assignment of drawing order, priority, and display planes is concerned.” 

to read “The operation of S100_IC_Feature and S100_IC_DrawingInstruction elements in interoperability catalogues are essentially the same as far as assignment of drawing order, priority and display planes is concerned.” 


	Agree to rephrase. S100_IC_Feature and S100_IC_DrawingInstruction elements in interoperability catalogues operate in essentially the same way as far as …

	NGA
	US
	4.4.2.7
	Table 3
	ed
	Make format of table caption consistent
	Change to:

Table 3. Features resulting from …
	agree

	NGA
	US
	4.4.2.7
	Paragraph 4
	ed
	Currently says:

  …in the figure below.
	Change to read:

….in Figure 4-4.
	Agree

	NGA
	US
	4.4.2.7, 4.4.3.1, and 10.10
	Varies
	ed
	Consistency of quotation marks (‘xxx’ vs. “xxx”)
	Use double quotation marks (“xxx”)
	agree

	
	DK
	4.4.3.1
	1st paragraph 2nd sentence bracketed statement
	g
	Is this the right sort of statement for a standard, how far is too far?
	delete (this is a rough analogy and should not be taken too far)
	Agree, should be reworded or removed.

	NGA
	US
	4.4.3.5
	Table 4, row 6 (Time)
	te
	This issue will be discussed at NIPWG 5 as a potential amendment in M-3.
	
	Agree that DateTime definition needs to be reviewed with S-100 Ed 4.0.0 amendments.

	NGA
	US
	4.4.3.3, 4.6, 4.6.3, 4.8, 4.8.2.1, 4.8.2.2, 8.1, 8.2, 8.2.1, 8.4.2, 9.7, 10.9, 10.9.1, 10.9.2, 10.12.3, 12.3, 14.1, and 14.2, 14.3
	Varies
	ed
	Consistency of level vs. Level
	Use capital L when referring to a designated  interoperability level (i.e Level 1)
	agree

	
	DK
	4.6
	1st paragraph 1st sentence
	e
	language
	Amend “The 4 interoperability levels are described in this section. Only levels 1 and 2 are elaborated in this version of the specification.” 

to read “The 4 interoperability levels are described in this section. Only levels 1 and 2 are elaborated on in this version of the specification.” 


	Will replace “elaborated” with “fully described” in the original.

	NGA
	US
	4.7
	Table 6 through Table 13
	ed
	Inconsistencies in formatting in Description, Type, and Remarks columns
	Description—should all entries end with a period?

Type—should all 1/M dashes be horizontally centered?

Remarks—should all 1/M dashes be horizontally centered or should they be deleted to leave an empty cell?
	Agree, that all tables should have a consistent style.
Not yet completed – will do as time permits.

	
	DK
	4.8.2.1
	2ndparagraph 1st sentence
	e
	language
	Amend “The simplest operations on instances are replacement of selected instances from one product by selected instances from another product.” 

to read “The simplest operations on instances, are the replacement of selected instances from one product by selected instances from another product.”
	Disagree, statement is correct as is.

	NGA
	US
	4.8.2.1
	Title
	te
	Term PDC is not defined
	Should be defined in Section 1.3.3 (Abbreviations)
	Agree, 
“PDC” is actually defined before its first use (in section 4.2.1), but OK. Believe this is an editorial comment marked technical by error.

	NGA
	US
	4.8.2.1
	Paragraph 2
	ed
	Last sentence currently says:

The replacement and hybridization riles are described later.
	Update to include the Section number as a reference. (Section 8.4.4?)
	agree

	NGA
	US
	4.8.4
	Paragraph 2
	ed
	Last sentence reads:

The formula specification and rule language for hybridization will be described later.
	Update to include a Section number as a reference. I was not sure which Section number to use.
	Agree, should be “..described in a subsequent version of this specification.”

	
	DK
	4.8.4.3
	1stparagraph 3rd sentence
	
	Is there a word missing from “In addition, it may generate complex spatial from the input spatial primitives by applying selected spatial operations to the input instances.” doesn’t make sense. It may generate complex spatial ????? 
	Add word as appropriate ‘geometry’  ‘features’ ?
	Agree, change to “complex spatial objects”

	NGA
	US
	4.8.4.3
	Sentence 3
	ed
	Part of sentence 3 reads:

… may generate complex spatial from the input primitives…
	“complex spatial” what? A word or word appears to be missing.
	Agree

(see previous comment)

	NGA
	US
	4.8.4.3
	
	ed
	Should there be a reference to Figure 4.7 here?
	
	No, it’s referring to a later point in time. Will change “later” -> “in a future edition of this specification”

	NGA
	US
	4.9
	Table 14 through Table 25
	ed
	Inconsistencies in formatting in Description, Type, and Remarks columns
	Description—should all entries end with a period?

Type—should all 1/M dashes be horizontally centered?

Remarks—should all 1/M dashes be horizontally centered or should they be deleted to leave an empty cell?
	Agree, that all tables should have a consistent style.
Not yet completed – will do as time permits.

	NGA
	US
	4.9
	Table 18--Notes
	ed
	OGC is not defined
	Addn definition of OGC to section 1.3.3 (Abbreviations)
	Agree

	
	DK
	5
	
	g
	If other than WGS84 is used then should there be CRS transformation specifications?  
	
	Generally, yes, but this is outside the scope of the interoperability specification.

	NGA
	US
	6
	Last sentence
	ed
	Currently reads:

See also 9.1.7 for portrayal considerations.
	Is this reference correct?
	No, it should be 10.7

	NGA
	US
	8
	Sentence 2
	ed
	Currently reads;

…see chapter 9.
	Change to read:

… see Chapter 10.
	Should be “section 10”

	NGA
	US
	8.2.2
	Paragraph 1, sentence 2
	ed
	This sentence is written very unclearly.
	Request developer redo this sentence.
	Agree, need to look at the whole paragraph.

	NGA
	US
	8.3
	Paragraph 1
	ed
	Makes reference to Section 9.1.8. Is this correct?
	Should the reference be made to Section 10?
	Agree, should probably be 10.8

	
	DK
	8.4
	1st sentence
	e
	Reference to non-existing section 7.2.1 
	Amend “In interoperability mode, skin-of-the-earth replacement is a specialization of combined geometry, see 7.2.1 for details.” 

to read “In interoperability mode, skin-of-the-earth replacement is a specialization of combined geometry, see 8.2.1 for details.”
	Agree

	NGA
	US
	8.4
	
	ed
	References section 7.2.1
	Is this reference correct?
	Agree, should be 8.2.1

	NGA
	US
	8.4
	
	ed
	References sections 9.2 and 9.2.1
	Change to Section 10.9.
	Agree, should be 10.9 and 10.9.1

	
	DK
	8.4.1
	1stparagraph, 1st sentence 
	e
	Reference to non-existing section 7.2.1
	Amend “In interoperability mode, skin-of-the-earth feature adjustment is a specialization of combined geometry, see 7.2.1 for details.” 

to read “In interoperability mode, skin-of-the-earth feature adjustment is a specialization of combined geometry, see 8.2.1 for details.”
	Agree

	NGA
	US
	8.4.1
	Paragraph 1
	ed
	References section 7.2.1
	Is this reference correct?
	Should be 8.2.1

	NGA
	US
	8.4.1
	Paragraph 1
	ed
	References sections 9.2 and 9.2.1
	Change to Section 10.9.2 and Section 10.10
	Disagree, should be 10.9 and 10.9.1

	NGA
	US
	8.4.2
	Paragraph 1, Line 3
	ed
	References Section 9.2.2
	Change to Section 10.9.2
	agree

	
	DK
	8.5.1
	1st sentence
	e
	language
	Amend “Predefined combinations are used to defined the hierarchy of data between different S-100 based specifications.” 

to read “Predefined combinations are used to define the hierarchy of data between different S-100 based specifications.” 
	Agree

	
	DK
	8.6
	2ndparagraph
	e
	Incorrect reference
	Amend “See 8.7 for additional information about new data products.” 

to read “See 8.8 for additional information about new data products.”
	Agree

	NGA
	US
	8.6
	Paragraph 2
	ed


	Currently says:

See 8.7 for …
	Change to read:

See Section 8.8 for …
	agree

	
	DK
	8.8
	1st sentence
	e
	Incorrect reference
	Amend “When a new product is added to an existing interoperability catalogue, a new version will be required, see 8.7.” 

to read “When a new product is added to an existing interoperability catalogue, a new version will be required, see 9.7.”
	Agree

	NGA
	US
	8.8
	Lines 1-2
	ed
	Currently refers to 8.7
	Is this correct? I was not able to find the proper section for referencing.
	Should be 9.7

	
	DK
	8.8
	2nd sentence
	e
	Language and insert comma after impact
	Amend “During the development of the new version, the interoperability catalogue developers should review existing predefined combinations for impact in addition to developing the new predefined combinations to managed the situational views that the new product is intended for.” 

to read “During the development of the new version, the interoperability catalogue developers should review existing predefined combinations for impact, in addition to developing the new predefined combinations to manage the situational views that the new product is intended for.” 
	agree

	NGA
	US
	9.1, 9.2, 10.3, 10.4, 10.8, and 17.2
	Varies
	ed
	Missing Oxford comma
	Add Oxford comma
	Agree, but did not find any missing oxford comma in 10.3

	NGA
	 US
	9.2
	Line 4
	ed
	IEC is not defined
	Add definition of IEC to Section 1.3.3 (Abbreviations)
	Agree

	NGA
	US
	9.2
	Paragraph 2, line 6
	ed
	IC is not defined
	Add definition of IC to Section 1.3.3 (Abbreviations) for format consistency
	It is spelled out on its first use in the text (section 4.3), but OK.

	NGA
	US
	9.2, 9.6, 9.8, 12.6.3, and 14.1 
	Varies
	ed
	References abbreviation IC
	Should this be spelled out?
	Should be spelled out when  context is suitable.

	
	DK
	9.4
	3rdparagraph, last sentence
	E
	Language
	Amend “These include”

to Read “These include:”
	agree

	
	DK
	9.4
	1st bullet point
	e
	language
	Amend “new feature added to a supported product specification that require a new feature combination to be added to the interoperability catalogue.” 

to read “new feature added to a supported product specification that requires a new feature combination to be added to the interoperability catalogue.”
	agree

	
	DK
	9.4
	2nd bullet point
	e
	language
	Amend “to a feature in a supported product specification that require a new attribute combination to be added to the interoperability catalogue.” 

to read “to a feature in a supported product specification that requires a new attribute combination to be added to the interoperability catalogue.”
	agree

	
	DK
	9.4
	5th bullet point
	e
	language
	Amend “A correction to a supported product specification that triggers a version incrementation (n.n.0),” 

to read “A correction to a supported product specification that triggers a version increment (n.n.0),”
	agree

	
	DK
	9.6
	3rd sentence
	e
	language
	Amend “Any product specification that are under the ECDIS interoperability umbrella are interconnected and should therefore coordinate change with other groups that issue interoperability-ready product specifications.” 

to read ”Product specifications that are under the ECDIS interoperability umbrella are interconnected and should therefore coordinate change with other groups that issue interoperability-ready product specifications.”
	Agree

	
	DK
	9.6
	4th sentence
	e
	language
	Amend “This can be done, by for example, a fixed period between change in which all change is collected, implemented and issued in a coordinated fashion.” 

to read  “This can be done, by for example, a fixed period between changes in which all change is collected, implemented and issued in a coordinated fashion.”
	Agree, original sentence is awkward, will be rewritten.

	NGA
	US
	9.6
	Line 4
	ed
	Currently reads:

… and should therefore coordinate change with other …
	Change to read:

… and therefore any changes should be coordinated with other …
	Agree

	NGA
	US
	9.6
	Paragraph 1, line 1
	ed
	FC and PC are not defined
	Add definitions of FC and PC to Section 1.3.3 (Abbreviations)
	agree

	
	DK
	10.2
	1stsentence
	e
	language
	Amend “Users must be provided means to easily switch on and off the interoperability function and display the only the ENC data.” 

to read  “Users must be provided functionality to easily switch on and off the interoperability function and display the only the ENC data.”
	Disagree, change has same meaning as original, but will delete the superfluous “the”.

	
	SE
	10.3
	First sentence
	ge
	All ECDIS relevant product specifications must take special consideration when creating portrayal rules. 
	Change “should” to “must”, “Special consideration must be made when creating portrayal rules related to colour….”
	Agree

	
	DK
	10.5
	2ndparagraph
	e
	language
	Amend “Interoperability catalogue viewing groups takes precedence over the applicable viewing groups for those feature instances in a supported product specification, and that are included in a S100_IC_DrawingInstruction or S100_IC_Feature instance.” 

to read “Interoperability catalogue viewing groups take precedence over the applicable viewing groups for those feature instances in a supported product specification, and that are included in a S100_IC_DrawingInstruction or S100_IC_Feature instance.”
	agree

	
	DK
	10.7.1
	1stparagraph 2nd sentence
	e
	language
	Amend “Only one set of quality features should be displayed at any given time to avoid clutter and mis-reading the meaning of the quality metadata.” 

to read “Only one set of quality features should be displayed at any given time to avoid clutter and misreading the meaning of the quality metadata.
	agree

	NGA
	US
	10.6
	Line 2
	ed
	ARPA and AIS are not defined
	Add definitions of ARPA and AIS to section 1.3.3 (Abbreviations) for format consistency
	Agree

	NGA
	US
	10.6
	Line 4
	ed
	AIS ASM is not defined
	Add definition of AIS ASM to section 1.3.3 (Abbreviations) for format consistency
	Agree

	NGA
	US
	10.7.1
	Paragraph 3, line 2
	ed
	OEM is not defined
	Add definition of OEM to section 1.3.3 (Abbreviations) for format consistency
	Agree

	NGA
	US
	10.7.1
	Paragraph 3, line 4
	ed
	DQ is not defined
	Add definition of DQ to section 1.3.3 (Abbreviations) for format consistency
	Agree

	
	DK
	10.7.1
	2ndparagraph 1st sentence
	e
	language
	Amend “Interoperability catalogues do not specify means of distinguishing data quality portrayals for individual products.” 

to read “Interoperability catalogues do not specify the means of distinguishing data quality portrayals for individual products.”
	Disagree, change does not improve the meaning.

	
	SE
	10.8
	Second paragraph
	ge
	All ECDIS relevant product specifications must ensure that text never overlaps significant features.
	Change “Viewer systems should ensure that text…” to “ECDIS systems must ensure that text….”
	Disagree, this is nearly impossible to guarantee (e.g. course up display could cause text to overlap buoys), and would therefore constitute an impossible requirement.

	
	DK
	10.9
	3rdparagraph

Example 1
	e
	language
	Amend “high definition gridded bathymetry replaces (overwrite) depth area and depth contours, but soundings, aids to navigation, obstructions are over the high definition bathy (interoperability level 1).” 

to read “high definition gridded bathymetry replaces (overwrite) depth area and depth contours, but soundings, aids to navigation and  obstructions are over the high definition bathy (interoperability level 1).”
	Agree and will write out “bathymetry” in full

	
	DK
	10.9
	3rdparagraph

Example 2
	e
	language
	Amend “surface current gridded data goes over ENC and replace all surface current features (interoperability level 2).” 

to read “surface current gridded data goes over ENC and replaces all surface current features (interoperability level 2).”
	Agree

	
	DK
	10.9.2
	1stparagraph 4th sentence 
	e
	language
	Amend “Such blended concepts will typically be created by using S100_IC_PredefinedCombination which link to a hybrid portrayal catalogue that include the features to be combined and a suppression rule (using S-100_IC_SuppressedFeatureLayer) for the features that are to be replaced.” 

to read “Such blended concepts will typically be created by using S100_IC_PredefinedCombination, which links to a hybrid portrayal catalogue that includes the features to be combined and a suppression rule (using S-100_IC_SuppressedFeatureLayer) for the features that are to be replaced.”
	Agree

	
	DK
	10.11
	1st sentence 
	e
	language
	Amend “Hierarchy between different product specification can be influenced by several factors such as intended use and navigational operation.” 

to read “Hierarchy between different product specifications can be influenced by several factors such as intended use and navigational operation.
	agree

	
	DK
	10.12
	2nd sentence
	e
	language
	Amend “The interoperability catalogue permit reuse of these specifications as it does not specify pick report design for the individual supported product specification.” 

to read “The interoperability catalogue permits reuse of these specifications as it does not specify pick report design for the individual supported product specification.”
	agree

	
	DK
	10.12.1
	1st  sentence
	e
	language
	Amend “In interoperability mode pick reports should be combined to contain data from all underlaying products.” 

to read “In interoperability mode pick reports should be combined to contain data from all underlying products.”
	Neither looks quite right, need to rephrase or use a different word.

	
	DK
	11.3.1
	2ndparagraph 2nd sentence
	e
	Duplicate ‘0 or more’
	Amend “The predefinedProductCombination container is a collection of 0 or more 0 or more S100_IC_PredefinedCombination containers.” 

to read “The predefinedProductCombination container is a collection of 0 or more S100_IC_PredefinedCombination containers.”
	agree

	NGA
	US
	11.3.1
	Paragraph 1, line 2
	ed
	Currently reads:

… is shown in the figure below. An …
	Change to read:

… is shown in Figure 11-1. An …
	agree

	NGA
	US
	11.3.1
	Paragraph 1, line 9
	ed
	Currently reads:

The general structure is depicted in the figure below.
	Should this be referencing figure 11-1 or a different figure?
	It is figure 11-1

	NGA
	US
	11.3.1
	Paragraph 2, line 5
	ed
	Currently reads:

… are depicted in  in the two figures below.
	Change to read:

… are depicted in figure 11-2 and Figure 11-3.
	agree

	NGA
	US
	11.3.1
	Paragraph 3, line 2
	ed
	Currently reads:

… are depicted in the two figures below. The …
	Change to read:

… are depicted in Figure 11-4 and 11-5. The …
	agree

	NGA
	US
	11.3.1
	Paragraph 4, line 2
	ed
	Currently reads:

… and are depicted below. The …
	Change to read:

… in Figure 11-6, Figure 11-7, and Figure 11-8. The …
	agree

	NGA
	US
	11.3.1
	Paragraph 5, line 5
	ed
	Currently reads:

… subsequent figures.
	Change to read:

… Figure 11-10 and Figure 11-11.
	agree

	NGA
	US
	11.3.1
	Paragraph 6, line 1
	ed
	Currently reads:

The next figure shows …
	Change to read:

Figure 11-12 shows …
	agree

	NGA
	US
	11.3.2
	Line 1
	ed
	Currently reads:

… locations given below.
	Change to read:

… locations listed in Table 26.
	agree

	
	DK
	12.2
	1st sentence
	e
	language
	Amend “Each interoperability catalogue products are by themselves whole units.” 

to read either “Interoperability catalogue products are by themselves whole units.”

Or “Each Interoperability catalogue product is by itself a whole unit.”


	Agree with “Each Interoperability catalogue product is by itself a whole unit.”

	
	DK
	12.2
	2nd sentence
	e
	language
	Amend “New versions, either clarification, correction or new edition are updated by replacement of a newer version.” 
to read  “New versions, either clarification, correction or new edition are updated by replacement with a newer version.”
	Agree

	
	DK
	12.2.1
	1st sentence
	e
	language
	Amend “There is no size limit on interoperability catalogue products” 

to read “There is no size limit for interoperability catalogue products” 
	Agree

	
	DK
	12.2.3
	1st sentence
	e
	language
	Amend “Interoperability catalogues shall follow this naming convention, where the main part forms an identifier where:” 
to read ““Interoperability catalogues must follow the naming convention below:”
	agree

	
	DK
	12.2.3
	1st bullet point
	e
	language
	Amend “the first three characters shall be IHO - for International Hydrographic Organization as the issuing organization.” 

to read “the first three characters must be IHO - for International Hydrographic Organization as the issuing organization.”
	agree

	
	DK
	12.2.3
	2nd bullet point
	e
	language
	Amend “the fourth and fifth characters shall be IC - for Interoperability Catalogue” 

to read “the fourth and fifth characters must be IC - for Interoperability Catalogue”
	agree

	
	DK
	12.2.3
	Last sentence
	e
	language
	Amend “The ending shall always be .XML.” 

to read “The extension must always be .XML.”
	Agree

	
	DK
	12.3.1
	1st sentence
	e
	language
	Amend “The main part forms an identifier where:” 
to read ““Support file names must follow the naming convention below:”
	Agree

	
	DK
	12.3.1
	1st bullet point
	e
	language
	Amend “the first three characters shall be IHO - for International Hydrographic Organization as the issuing organization.” 

to read “the first three characters must be IHO - for International Hydrographic Organization as the issuing organization.”
	Agree

	
	DK
	12.3.1
	2nd bullet point
	e
	language
	Amend “the fourth and fifth characters shall be IC - for Interoperability Catalogue” 

to read “the fourth and fifth characters must be IC - for Interoperability Catalogue”
	agree

	
	DK
	12.3.1
	3rd bullet point
	e
	language
	Amend “sixth and seventh characters shall be FC for feature catalogue or PC for portrayal catalogue” 

to read “sixth and seventh characters must be either FC for feature catalogue or PC for portrayal catalogue”
	agree

	
	DK
	12.3.1
	Last sentence
	e
	language
	Amend “The ending shall always be .XML.” 

to read “The extension must always be .XML.”
	agree

	
	DK
	12.5.1
	1st sentence
	e
	Improved clarity
	Amend “If data encryption is required then it must be provided only by the mechanisms provided in IHO S-63 edition 2.0 Part(A) – it is not mandatory” 

to read “Data Encryption is not mandatory however if it is required then it must comply with the mechanisms provided in IHO S-63 edition 2.0 Part(A).”
	agree

	
	DK
	12.5.2
	1st sentence
	e
	Improved clarity
	Amend “In addition to the metadata included for each dataset file, its digital signature, an exchange set must also provide a public key from IHO included within the dataset.” 

to read ““In addition to the metadata for each dataset file and its digital signature, an exchange set must also include a public key from the IHO within the dataset.”
	Agree, but also need to look at the whole paragraph because here it says within the dataset, while two sentences later it says within the exchange set.

	
	DK
	12.5.4
	2ndparagraph last sentence
	e
	In support of section header add ‘integrity’ to final sentence
	Amend “The combination of the digital signature, the file and the producer’s identity allows the end user to be assured of the origin of the Interoperability Catalogue.” 

to read “The combination of the digital signature, the file and the producer’s identity allows the end user to be assured of the origin and the integrity of the Interoperability Catalogue.”
	Agree

	
	DK
	12.6.1
	2nd sentence
	e
	language
	Amend “System receiving new versions within the same major edition should retain all versions, and store these in separate folders to avoid any issues, such as when the same support files have been reused between versions.” 

to read “Systems receiving new versions within the same major edition should retain all versions. Store these in separate folders to avoid any issues, such as when the same support files have been reused between versions.”
	agree

	
	DK
	12.6.2
	Whole paragraph
	g
	We are concerned that the proposed method of IC cancellation will replicate the issues encountered with ENC cancellation resulting in the need to prohibit the reuse of cell names, following the issue of a cancellation. Should the cancelation catalogue file indicate which version it relates to? 
	
	IC prod spec doesn’t propose a new method, rather uses the same method as S-101. The concern raised by Denmark may have merit and should be reviewed. Technical comment.
A set of conditions were added to verify that a cancellation is valid for an IC, and permitting the reuse of the name because the issue date of a cancellation must be after the issue date of the IC.

	
	DK
	Table 30
	Row 14, col 5 edition number
	e
	Remove extra linefeed between ‘number’ and ‘remains’
	Amend “when a data set is initially created, the edition number 1 is assigned to it. The edition number is increased by 1 at each new edition. Edition number 

remains the same for a re-issue.” 

to read “when a data set is initially created, the edition number 1 is assigned to it. The edition number is increased by 1 at each new edition. Edition number remains the same for a re-issue.” 

	Agree

	
	DK
	Table 34
	Row 5 col 5

editionNumber
	e
	Language and remove extra linefeed
	Amend “when a data set is initially created, the edition number 1 is assigned to it. The edition number is increased by 1 at each new edition. Edition number 

remain the same for a re-issue.” 

to read “when a data set is initially created, the edition number 1 is assigned to it. The edition number is increased by 1 at each new edition. Edition number remains the same for a re-issue.” 
	Agree

	NGA
	US
	13.3
	Table 27 through Table 38
	ed
	Inconsistencies in formatting in Description, Type, and Remarks columns
	Description—should all entries end with a period?

Type—should all 1/M dashes be horizontally centered?

Remarks—should all 1/m dashes be horizontally centered or should they be deleted to leave an empty cell?
	Agree, that all tables should have a consistent style.
Not yet completed – will do as time permits.

	
	DK
	14
	14.1 & figure 14-2
	
	14.1 and figure 14-2 are repeats of 4.2.2 and figure 4-2  is this really required ?
	
	Yes, it was the authors view that this gives a good introduction to the chapter on processing of the interoperability specification.

	NGA
	US
	14.2
	Paragraph 5, line 1
	ed
	Currently reads;

Two figures that follow depict …
	Change to read:

Figure 14-2 and Figure 14-3 depict …
	agree

	NGA
	US
	14.3
	Paragraph 3, line 1
	ed
	Currently reads:

Processing of feature …
	Change to read:

The processing of feature …
	agree

	NGA
	US
	14.3
	Paragraph 6, line 1
	ed
	Currently reads:

Processing for the other implementation option (drawing instructions precede interoperability) the flow is …
	Change to read:

The processing flow for the other implementation option (drawing instructions precede interoperability) is …
	agree

	NGA
	US
	15.1
	Line 1
	ed
	CIRM is not defined
	Add definition of CIRM to Section 1.3.3 (Abbreviations)
	Agree

	
	DK
	15.3 & 15.4
	Bullet points 
	
	Bullet points have changed to arrows is this deliberate
	
	No, agree it should be consistent with rest of document.

	
	DK
	15.3
	Last sentence
	e
	language
	Amend “The details of recommended activates at each stage is found in chapter 6 of the Annex to MSC.1/Circ.1512.” 

to read “The details of recommended activities at each stage are found in chapter 6 of the Annex to MSC.1/Circ.1512.”
	agree

	
	DK
	15.4
	1st sentence
	e
	language
	Amend “Responsible parties for product specifications that are included in the interoperability catalogue should include the impact on the interoperability catalogue and associated product specifications throughout the lifecycle of the product specification.” 

to read “Responsible parties for product specifications that are included in the interoperability catalogue should consider the impact on the interoperability catalogue and associated product specifications throughout the lifecycle of the product specification.”
	agree

	NGA
	US
	15.4
	Figure 15-2
	ed
	Two bubbles need editorial changes
	Change Analysis Operation System Feedback to read analysis of Operational System Feedback

Change Stage 1: Concept development to read Stage 1: Concept Development
	Disagree, this figure is taken verbatim from IMO MSC.1/Circ.1512

	
	DK
	15.8
	1st sentence
	e
	punctuation
	Amend “Where user action amends a setting which then conflicts with a system setting, the user setting should override the system setting.” 

to read “Where user action amends a setting, which then conflicts with a system setting, the user setting should override the system setting.”
	agree

	NGA
	US
	16.2.1
	Paragaph 1, lines 2-2
	ed
	URI, URL, URN, and MRN are not defined
	Add definitions of URI, URL, URN, and MRN to Section 1.3.3 (Abbreviations)
	agree

	
	DK
	16.3
	2nd sentence
	
	Clarify ‘nilled’ or should it be ‘nulled’
	Add explanation  in brackets after first use of ‘nilled’ or amend to ‘nulled’
	Disagree, nilled is a standard XML term, and is explained in XML documentation.

	
	DK
	17.1
	1st sentence
	e
	language
	Amend “Provide for the use of decluttering techniques by implementations, such as minimizing overlaps for both symbols and text, minimization of the number of colours on the display.” 
to read “Provide for the use of decluttering techniques by implementations, such as minimizing overlaps of both symbols and text, minimization of the number of colours on the display.”
	agree

	NGA
	US
	17.2
	Paragraph 3, line 1
	ed
	DCEG not defined
	Add definition of DCEG to Section 1.3.3 (Abbreviations
	agree

	NGA
	US
	17.3
	Line 1
	ed
	UI not defined
	Add definition of UI to Section 1.3.3 (Abbreviations)
	agree

	NGA
	US
	17.6
	Paragraph 4, line 1
	ed
	Currently reads:

… should have display priority steps of at least 10 in order …
	Change to read:

… should display at least 10 priority steps in order …
	Disagree, display priority is a term from S-52. Noted that the sentence is awkward, we will try to re-word it.

	
	DK
	Throughout 
	3
	g
	Treatment of references to figures is not consistent, in some places figures are referred to by position “in the two figures below” others by name “Figure 9-2 shows “ and some using both position and name “in Figure 4-2 below“ 
	To ensure clarity all references to figures should include the figure name.
	Agree, only as to consistency. Will use “Figure X-Y” without the figure name.

	
	DK
	Throughout document
	
	ge


	As a general point the sentences are quite long and there is a lot of use of “,and” for independent clauses which may best be separated into separate sentences or the comma isn’t required at all.


	Review long sentences and the use of commas preceding the word ‘and’
	agree
Not yet completed – will do as time permits.


Some members expressed the review results

I would have liked to go into the review of this impressive document but when reading it I am looking first of all for the principles of the services (i.e. functionalities) than a S-100 ECDIS is intended to offer to the end-user by combining the ENC and other S-100 products. As I understand the S-98, it is the specification of a technical framework for the technical implementation of concepts supporting functional principles. I also understand that another considerable work for IHO would be to populate the interoperability catalogue. In the S-98, functional principles appear but they are mixed with the technical implementation specification. Thus, it is difficult to have a complete view of the functional principles, and so, to have a consolidated opinion on them, and on the subsequent technical concepts for their implementation. Regards to the principles, we are uncomfortable with some aspects (if we understand correctly), for example with the assumption that some products are "superior” to the ENC. For us, it may depend on the end-user’s context and on his own decision to prefer the information from another product than ENC. It shouldn’t be reduced to single the choice of a level of interoperability.

I am wondering if a document describing the functional principles and other requirements exists. Such document should be the guidelines on which the IHO members and other stakeholders agree before the approval of the S-98. The work on the way of the technical implementation (S-98) is ongoing and seems well advanced for test-beds. S-98 will speed up developments. Thus, it seems important to elaborate guidelines to ensure that technical developments for operational solutions, including S-98, are aligned with what the IHO members want to offer to mariners within the framework of the e-navigation.

[reviewer comments]: Developed an executive summary that includes the functional principles as part of the introduction to S-98, can be either a stand along document or included in S-98.
Looking at page 42, para 5, Coordinate Reference System, read: "... Product specifications created for the primary use in ECDIS is strongly recommended to use EPSG:4326 (WGS84) for CRS.".

From a MSDI approach this is not totally aligned to the worldwide community.

UN GGIM is going to the use of ITRF (it is highlighted in the web page http://ggim.un.org/knowledgebase/KnowledgebaseCategory37.aspx ).

IMO is going in that direction too: in the RESOLUTION MSC.401(95) (Adopted on 8 June 2015) PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR MULTI-SYSTEM SHIPBORNE RADIONAVIGATION RECEIVERS (the document is attached), at para 3.6.1 it is stated that also for IMO position should be referenced to an implementation of an International Terrestrial Reference Frame (ITRF), and the WGS 84 is not different from the others.

From a practical point of view there are not differences between WGS84 and ITRF (from the web page of the organization which maintains the ITRF, it is downloadable the .txt document you find attached that states that the difference is within 10 centimeters).

But looking it from a MSDI perspective, where sometimes the use of correct words is important to be more inclusive, it is different. As written in IMO document it is also outdated from a e-navigation perspective. All ITRF EPSG codes are available through the EPSG registry. And the scientific community and the land application are using realization of ITRS different from WGS84 (e.g. in Italy the reference frame BY LAW is the ETRF2000).

[reviewer comments]: This seems to be a topic that is best addressed at HSSC, and once implemented at IHO, e.g. through M-3, S-98 can be amended to match the new wording.

Other NIPWG members were mentioning that their HOs provide feedback as S100WG members. 

Comments from SHOM, in paper S100WG3-5.4. 
In the S-98 draft 0.2, some fuzzy logic principles are present to take into account the contextual situation: ( " are mostly the same but there are minor differences" (§8.1.2); ( “mostly the same" (§8.1.2); Such unclear terms should be explained (or, even better, replaced by more precise wording) in the PS.

[Reviewer comments]: Comment is noted but think the paragraph in question is clear and includes examples to emphasise the point. No editing done.

If such automatic rules are implemented in the ECDIS, how a Producing Authority and how a mariner can know precisely the way the information will be displayed? On a producer perspective, what will be the consequences on the way to produce the data (i.e. which data in which product)? This concerns also the design of S-100 PS (S-101 and others). 

[Review comments]: The interoperability function is intended to be optional and toggleable by the user (e.g. on/off, level 1 versus level2, etc) see chapters 15 and 17. Moreover, producing agencies should arrange for such verification by any appropriate means. Such as how is the ENC produced today verified; by validation software, RENC review, on-shore ECDIS trials, etc. Several sections of the IC spec mention the need for greater interaction between the producers, as the various products cannot be developed and produced in isolation anymore. Therefore, no changes have been done based on this comment.
S-98 is considering solely S-101, and not S-57. Thinking of the delay to deploy S-101, right in place of S57 ENCs, what would prevent from embedding the S-57 ENC in the set of e-nav products to consider? Is there a lack of XML implementation format?

[Reviewer comments]: S-98 does not consider S-57. It was not in scope, and therefore no changes to the IC specification has been added.
What is a “superior” data? Who decides? Is the “superiority” hard-coded in the IC?

[Reviewer comments]: This point is yet to be determined, and therefore cannot be added to the IC. A note to that effect has been added to section 4.6.3.

What about metadata? E.g. a S-102 product based on a 2015 survey in the approaches of a harbour, used with an ENC updated with a 2017 survey.
[Reviewer comments]: IC does not yet have function to allow for comparison of discovery metadata, but does permit comparison of meta features. New section added to address this; 8.9.
What are the mariner scenarios in the use of the S-100 ECDIS with ENC + additional data ? What about the mariner’s proper decision related to the information to be displayed (analysis vs time consuming)?

[Review comments]: Suggest there is sufficient details about this topic in the IC spec, see chapters 15 and 17. No edit done.
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